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0=ol&Ad, 1= ) 02 ZAJa19Irt 2] aRle] W= AL3)
BaAPd Z (d)7dZ(Social Welfare Total Work), & R(total
remuneration), =%d% TH] HI=FCompensation level
evaluation against work intensity), B4 UtiH] RIFFE
(Evaluation of remuneration level compared to other occupations),
37 ¥(risk experience: 1=7318] Z¥sFA| Fehk= Holch, 5=A5
73815}= Holt}), 1@ EAE(human rights guarantee: 1=
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(institution safety level: 1= SFEAIA] Y}, 5=ull$- SEIEh=E
Sl FEel AWl ARNEE(Overall  job
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lll. The Research results
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics

division fregency %

gender man 2,558 31.7

women 5,517 68.3

20cH 1,686 20.9

30tH 2,316 28.7

age level 40cH 2,393 29.6

50CH 1,464 18.1

60CH 216 2.7

marital single 2,921 36.2

status spouse 5,154 63.8

high school lower 20 .2

. high school 159 2.0
education -

level college g.raduahon 6.825 84 5

or higher

graduate school 1,071 13.3

employment temporary 1,111 13.8

status Full-time 6,964 86.2

turnover no 5,711 70.7

intention yes 2,364 29.3

Institution daily institution 3,277 40.6

Classification living institution 4,798 59.4
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics

Min~Max | Mean(S.D.) | &% | Kurt
ness | osis
Social Welfare Total Work | 1 ~ 42 | 8.62(5.909) | 1.129 | 1.635
total remuneration 14 ~ 690 | 249.20(81.311) | .825 | .860
Compensation level
evaluation against work | 1 ~ 5 | 2.29(0.924) | .360 | —289
intensity
Evaluation of
remuneration level | 5 | 5 57(0 894) | 592 | -080
compared to other
occupations
risk experience 1 ~ 5 | 2.80(1.090) |.023|-797
human rights guarantee| 1 ~ 5 | 3.38(0.954) | -.293 | =272
institution safety level 1 ~ 5 | 3.70(0.882) | -576 | .266
Overall job satisfaction| 1 ~ 5 | 3.43(0.760) | —-.368| .285

Mol 8okt 22 9Q1e] APRETl] e v JT

w45 Faks oo} gk

Table 3. Regression analysis result

B B t VIF
(Constant) 2.048 23.476™
gender .098 .061 |5.388""| 1.104
age level .036 .051 |3.676""| 1.651
marital status .043 .027 | 2.099" | 1.468
education level .015 .014 | 1.200 | 1.140
employment status -.013 | —.006 | —.495 | 1.117
turnover intention —.400 | —.240 |-20505™| 1.192
Social Welfare Total Work | .000 .001 .054 | 2.278
total remuneration .001 .056 |3.478""| 2.240
Compensation level
evaluation against .096 117 [ 7.5317"| 2.096
work intensity
Evaluation of
remuneration level 1,1 | o4 | 4 595 | 2.035
compared to other
occupations
risk experience -.008 | -.011 | —.880 | 1.333
human rights guarantee | .219 274 | 214637 | 1.424
institution safety level | .052 .060 |5.114""| 1.198
Institution Classification| —.058 | —.038 |-3.215" | 1.201
F=166.963"""
R®=0.267

"p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001

SRR A, AR ARE(F=166.963, p<001)= Frolv]
31, A e 26.7%2 VeI Al3lERple] AplEs
o] S mIRE A Q1o AE(B=061, p<.001), FHH
(B=.051, p<.001), AEA|S|(B=.027, p<.05), o|Z|e|=(B=-240,
p<00D)E Jepdct Z2Q0log & Bal(B=056, p<.01),
7% W] BE5EEB=117, p<001), QJARAH(B=274,
p<001), APIOHAE(B=060, p<.05), APd3(B=-038, p<01)=
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